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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed September 19, 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. On page 5 of the Remarks section, the applicant traverses the 
examiner's rejections of independent Claims 1,10 and 16. Specifically, the applicant 
argues that the references cited by the examiner (especially Duhault) does not teach or 
suggest the limitation of "deleting program guide information associated with said 
channel if said channel is not included within said scan list." Instead, on pages 5 and 6 
or the Remarks section, the applicant argues that Duhault deals primarily with 
customizable lists of channels and not with storing programming guide information. 

Unfortunately, the examiner disagrees. The examiner maintains that the 
"customizable lists" of channels does comprise a program guide and allows the user 
navigate the channels available for display. Secondly, Duhault clearly discloses the 
limitation of "deleting program guide information associated with said channel is said 
channel is not included with said scan list" in several places throughout the specification 
(citing in the rejection of the above cited claims in the Non-Final Rejection mailed July 
26, 2006) but more specifically in the column 5, lines 28-34 where the Duhault discloses 
adding and deleting from either a automatically generated channel list or a user 
customized channel list. 

The applicant also traverses the examiner's rejections of dependent Claims 8 
and 9. On page 8 of the Remarks section, the applicant argues that the references 
relied on by the examiner do not teach or suggest "wherein said step of deleting the 
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comprises: determining whether a program object referenced by a selected channel 
object is also referenced by a channel object associated with a different channel; 
deleting said referenced program object from memory if said program object is not 
referenced by another channel object; and deleting said selected channel object from 
memory", as recited in Claim 8. Also the applicant maintains that none of the cited 
references teach or suggest "wherein said step of deleting comprises: determining 
whether a schedule object referenced by said selected channel object is also 
referenced by a channel object associated with a different channel; deleting said 
referenced schedule object from memory if said schedule object is not referenced by 
another channel object; and deleting said selected channel object from memory", as 
recited in Claim 9. After quoting, at length, the Lazarus reference, the applicant argues 
that, in Claim 8, there is no deleting of expired information but rather a deleting of a 
program object for a selected channel no longer in the scan list. The same is true also 
of the deleting performed in Claim 9. The applicant concludes his argument, on page 
10 of the Remarks section, by stating that Duhault does not cure the deficiencies of 
Lazarus. 

Again, the examiner must respectfully disagree. The applicant's claims 8 and 9 
deal with the deleting of program objects (Claim 8) and schedule objects (Claim 9). The 
program records mentioned in Lazarus are both since they can include program 
information, including channel information, as well as schedule information (please see 
Lazarus, col. 5, lines 26-33). Lazarus also discloses checking to see if the referenced 
program (or schedule) object is referenced by another channel object before it is 
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deleted (please see Lazarus, col. 4, lines 10-59, and especially, lines 46-54). While 
Lazarus does not explicitly disclose deleting these objects because they are not in a 
scan list (which coincidentally, is not actually mentioned in the language of Claims 8 and 
9), Duhault, which is also relied upon for the rejection of Claims 8 and 9 has already 
disclosed deleting from scan lists. In view of the cited passages in Lazarus, the 
rejections of Claims 8 and 9 are maintained by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1,4-6, 10-11, and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Duhault (US 5,900,868). 

As regards Claims 1, 10, and 16, Duhault discloses a tuner (fig. 1.12) a 
demodulator (inherent in the tuner of fig. 1.12), a decoder (fig. 1.14), a memory (figs. 
1.16 and 1.26), a processor (fig. 1.28), adapting the storage of program guide 
information for a plurality of programs in a receiver, wherein said adapting step includes: 
determining whether a channel is included within a scan list comprising a plurality of 
channels and deleting program guide information associated with the channel if channel 
is not included within the scan list (cols. 2, 4, and 5, lines 10-32, 16-32, 28-42). 
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As regards Claims 4 and 13, Duhault discloses the claimed satellite and 
terrestrial broadcasting center (col. 3, lines 9-15). 

As regards Claims 5 and 14, Duhault discloses that said plurality of programs 
comprises at least one of a pre-recorded program, a live broadcast (col. 3, lines 18-20), 
and an advertisement. 

As regards Claim 6 and 15, Duhault discloses that said program guide comprises 
Advanced Program Guide information (APG taken to mean a system that allows a user 
to navigate an interface that allows them to browse programs available on a broadcast 
system, abstract, fig. 2, and col. 2, lines 10-42). 

As regards Claim 1 1 , Duhault discloses that the channel selected for removal is 
provided via an input device (edit selections are made using an input device such as a 
mouse or keyboard, col. 5, lines 14-19 and an edit selection can include adding or 
deleting channels, col. 5, lines 27-45). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 2-3, 7-9, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Duhault (US 5,900,868) in view of Lazarus (US 5,652,613). 
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As regards Claims 2, 8, and 12, Duhault discloses the method of Claims 1 and 7 
and the apparatus of Claim 10, but fails to disclose that said deleting comprises 
determining whether program guide information scheduled for said identified channel is 
scheduled for use with another channel; and deleting said program guide information if 
said program guide information is scheduled for user with no other channel. Lazarus 
discloses that said deleting comprises determining whether program guide information 
scheduled for said identified channel is scheduled for use with another channel; and 
deleting said program guide information if said program guide information is scheduled 
for use with no other channel (Lazarus checks to see if a program object is still 
scheduled to be run in the future on any channels in the EPG, if no channel in the EPG 
is running the program, the program object is deleted from the EPG data base, col. 4, 
lines 46-54). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to include the determining step, as done in Lazarus, an analogous art, to the 
method of Duhault to insure that no program data that is still being used in an EPG 
display is unnecessarily deleted. 

As regards Claim 3, Lazarus discloses storing additional information for at least 
one program scheduled on an available channel (such as a program summary, col. 5, 
lines 30-33). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to include additional information for a scheduled program, as done in Lazarus, an 
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analogous art, to the method of Duhault to give the user extra information about 
programs scheduled. 

As regards Claim 7, Lazarus discloses a channel object containing program 
guide information for a channel (such as the channel name, its relative value, and 
whether it is a preferred channel or a pay channel, among other attributes, fig. 2 and 
cols. 5 and 6, lines 57-67 and 1-5), a schedule object containing program guide 
information for a program schedule (such as an database that contains information 
relating the programs broadcast, col. 3, lines 26-34), and a program object containing 
program guide information for a program (col. 5, lines 26-33). 

At the time of invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to add channel objects, schedule objects, and program objects, as done in 
Lazarus, an analogous art, to the method of Duhault to give the user more information 
and control over the programs presented by the electronic program guide. 

As regards Claim 9, Lazarus further discloses determining whether a schedule 
object referenced by said selected channel object is also referenced by a channel object 
associated with a different channel; deleting said referenced schedule object from 
memory if said schedule object is not referenced by another channel object; and 
deleting said selected channel object from memory (a schedule object contains program 
information for at least one program and Lazarus discloses deleting program 
information if said program information is not set to be run on any channels in the 
foreseeable future, col. 4, lines 50-54). 
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Conclusion 



THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David R. O'Steen whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7931 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 to 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Grant can be reached on 571-272-7294. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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